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Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 23 is objected to because of the following informalities: "inlinking" is 
misspelled in line 9 of the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 16, 17, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the inlinks" in lines 5 and 9 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 16 recites the limitation "the unique inlinking hosts" in line 2 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

6. Claim 17 recites the limitation "the non-global host" in line 3 of the claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the same country code top-level domain" in line 
1 0 of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 23 recites the limitation "the same country code top-level domain" in line 6 
of the claim and recites "the non-global unique inlinking hosts" in line 8 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

10. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Weiner etal. (6,701,317). 

11. As per claim 22, Weiner et al. teaches a method of determining whether a web 
site is of interest to users in a particular country, comprising: assigning a countrytag to a 
global host of the web site when all of the following are true (col. 13, lines 6-17): there 
are more unique inlinking hosts from country code top-level domains than from global 
domains (col. 14, lines 6-15), there are more than a predetermined number of unique 
inlinking hosts from country code top-level domains (col. 8, lines 48-65), and there are 
more than a predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from the same country 
code top-level domain (col. 14, lines 26-33). 

12. As per claim 23, Weiner et al. teaches a method of determining whether a web 
site is of interest to users in a particular country, comprising: assigning a countrytag to a 
global host of the web site when all of the following three tests are true (col. 13, lines 6- 
17): there are more than a first predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from 
the same country code top-level domain (col. 14, lines 26-33), a particular country code 
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top-level domain accounts for more than a second predetermined percentage of the 
non-global unique inlinking hosts, and the number of inlinkiing hosts from a particular 
country is more than a predetermined threshold value (col. 8, lines 48-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 1-10, 12-16, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lakritz (6,526,426) and Wiener et al. (6,701,317). 

1 5. As per claim 1 , Lakritz teaches a method of determining a countrytag for a 
website on a network (see Lakritz, col. 3, line 6-col. 4, line 11), comprising: determining 
a first set of hosts that have country code domains (see Lakritz, col. 35, lines 63-64); 
determining which hosts of websites on the network are of interest to users in a 
particular geographical location (see Lakritz, col. 5, lines 3-11); determining which of the 
websites on the network is of interest to users in a particular geographical location (see 
Lakritz, col. 5, lines 3-11). However, Lakritz fails to teach a method of looking at the 
inlinks from the first set of hosts; adding the hosts determined to be of interest to the 
first set of hosts to create an augmented set of hosts; and, by looking at the inlinks from 
the augmented set of hosts. Wiener et al. teaches a method of looking at the inlinks 
from the first set of hosts (see Wiener et al., col. 10, lines 49-60); adding the hosts 
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determined to be of interest to the first set of hosts to create an augmented set of hosts 
(see Wiener et al., col. 14, lines 48-57); and, by looking at the inlinks from the 
augmented set of hosts (see Wiener et al., col. 17, lines 39-50). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Lakritz to a method of looking at the inlinks from the first set of hosts; adding the hosts 
determined to be of interest to the first set of hosts to create an augmented set of hosts; 
and, by looking at the inlinks from the augmented set of hosts in order to fully realize the 
capabilities and advantages of constructing a server that collects, arranges, and stores 
data that defines the connectivity of web pages (see Wiener et al., col. 6, lines 25-43). 

16. As per claims 2, 4, 5, 19, 20, and 21, the above motivation of claim 1 applies fully 
in order to combine Lakritz and Wiener et al. 

17. As per claim 2, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1 , but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, wherein the country code domain of 
the first set of hosts is a top-level domain. However, Laktriz teaches a method, wherein 
the country code domain of the first set of hosts is a top-level domain (col. 21 , lines 33- 

39). 

1 8. As per claim 4, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1, but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, wherein the network is the Internet. 
However, Laktriz teaches a method, wherein the network is the Internet (col. 9, lines 57- 
63). 

19. As per claim 5, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1 , but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, wherein the network is an intranet. 
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However, Laktriz teaches a method, wherein the network is an intranet (col. 9, lines 57- 

63), 

20. As per claim 19, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claim 1 , but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, further including determining a 
countrytag for a web subsite. However, Laktriz teaches a method, further including 
determining a countrytag for a web subsite (col. 6, lines 28-42). 

21 . As per claim 20, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claim 1 , but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, wherein a different test is used to 
determine if a website should be assigned a "US" countrytag that is used for assigning 
countrytags of non-US countries. However, Lakritz teaches a method, wherein a 
different test is used to determine if a website should be assigned a "US" countrytag 
that is used for assigning countrytags of non-US countries (col. 48, lines 1-13). 

22. As per claim 21 , Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claim 1 , but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, wherein a website can be assigned 
more than one countrytag. However, Laktriz teaches a method, wherein a website can 
be assigned more than one countrytag (col. 25, lines 19-21). 

23. As per claim 3, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1, but Laktriz fails to teach a method, further comprising: crawling the network to 
gather information about the pages or sites in the network, including the top-level 
domain and connectivity of the crawled sites. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, 
further comprising: crawling the network to gather information about the pages or sites 
in the network, including the top-level domain and connectivity of the crawled sites (see 
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Wiener et al., col. 5, lines 56-67). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Laktriz to a method, further 
comprising: crawling the network to gather information about the pages or sites in the 
network, including the top-level domain and connectivity of the crawled sites in order to 
provide detailed information to users that pose queries in an internal format of the 
connectivity server (see Wiener et al., col. 6, lines 46-55). 

24. As per claim 6, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1 , but Laktriz fails to teach a method, wherein the determining step that looks at 
inlinks from the first set of hosts further looks at inlinks to globally hosted websites. 
However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the determining step that looks at 
inlinks from the first set of hosts further looks at inlinks to globally hosted websites (see 
Wiener et al., col. 5, lines 17-36). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Laktriz to a method, wherein the 
determining step that looks at inlinks from the first set of hosts further looks at inlinks to 
globally hosted websites in order to provide linkage information for a significant portion 
of the Web (see Wiener et al., col. 5, lines 46-55). 

25. As per claim 7, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1 , but Laktriz fails to teach a method, wherein the determining step that looks at 
inlinks from the augmented set of hosts further looks at inlinks and outlinks to globally 
hosted websites. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the determining 
step that looks at inlinks from the augmented set of hosts further looks at inlinks and 
outlinks to globally hosted websites (see Wiener et al., col. 10, lines 49-60). It would 
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have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Laktriz to a method, wherein the determining step that looks at inlinks from the 
augmented set of hosts further looks at inlinks and outlinks to globally hosted websites 
in order to provide linkage information for a significant portion of the Web (see Wiener et 
al., col. 5, lines 46-55). 

26. As per claim 8, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claim 1, but Laktriz fails to teach a method, wherein the determining step that looks at 
inlinks from the first set of hosts further comprises: assigning a countrytag to a global 
host when all of the following are true: there are more unique inlinking hosts from 
country code top-level domains than from global domains, there are more than a 
predetermined number of unique inlinking hosts from country code top-level domains, 
and there are more than a predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from the 
same country code top-level domain. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, 
wherein the determining step that looks at inlinks from the first set of hosts further 
comprises: assigning a countrytag to a global host when all of the following are true 
(see Wiener et al., col. 13, lines 6-17): there are more unique inlinking hosts from 
country code top-level domains than from global domains (see Wiener et al., col. 14, 
lines 6-15), there are more than a predetermined number of unique inlinking hosts from 
country code top-level domains (see Wiener et al., col. 8, lines 48-65), and there are 
more than a predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from the same country 
code top-level domain (see Wiener et al., col. 14, lines 26-33). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
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Laktriz to a method, wherein the determining step that looks at inlinks from the first set 
of hosts further comprises: assigning a countrytag to a global host when all of the 
following are true: there are more unique inlinking hosts from country code top-level 
domains than from global domains, there are more than a predetermined number of 
unique inlinking hosts from country code top-level domains, and there are more than a 
predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from the same country code top- 
level domain in order to allow servers to maintain accurate linkage information for a 
significant portion of the Web and support a large number of client users that desire 
numerous variants of connectivity information (see Wiener et al., col. 2, lines 46-56). 

27. As per claim 9, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations of 
claims 1 and 8, but Laktriz fails to teach a method, wherein the predetermined number 
is 10. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the predetermined number is 
10 (see Wiener et al., col. 12, lines 15-26: wherein K may be any integer greater than 
0). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Laktriz to a method, wherein the predetermined number is 10 in 
order to allow servers to maintain accurate linkage information for a significant portion of 
the Web and support a large number of client users that desire numerous variants of 
connectivity information (see Wiener et al., col. 2, lines 46-56). 

28. As per claim 10, Laktriz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 8, but Laktriz fails to teach a method, wherein the predetermined 
percentage is 60%. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the 
predetermined percentage is 60% (see Wiener et al, col. 14, lines 26-33). It would have 
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been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Laktriz to a method, wherein the predetermined percentage is 60% in order to vastly 
reduce the disk space and processing time required to sort a set of URLs (see Wiener 
et al., col. 13, lines 56-67). 

29. As per claim 12, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 7, but Wiener et al. fails to teach a method, further comprising: 
assigning a countrytag if the host is marked for manual countrytagging. However, 
Lakritz teaches a method, further comprising: assigning a countrytag if the host is 
marked for manual countrytagging (see Lakritz, col. 4, lines 27-47). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Wiener et al. to a method, further comprising: assigning a countrytag if the host is 
marked for manual countrytagging in order to allow the most appropriate language of a 
requested document to be served to a Web browser (see Lakritz, col. 15, lines 59-61). 

30. As per claim 13, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claim 1 , but Lakritz fails to teach a method, wherein the determining step that looks at 
inlinks from the augmented set of hosts further comprises: assigning a countrytag to a 
global host when all of the following three tests are true: there are more than a first 
predetermined percentage of unique inlinking hosts from the same country code top- 
level domain, a particular country code top-level domain accounts for more than a 
second predetermined percentage of the non-global unique inlinking hosts, and the 
number of inlinkiing hosts from a particular country is more than a predetermined 
threshold value. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the determining 
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step that looks at inlinks from the augmented set of hosts further comprises: assigning a 
countrytag to a global host when all of the following three tests are true (see Wiener et 
al., col. 13, lines 6-17): there are more than a first predetermined percentage of unique 
inlinking hosts from the same country code top-level domain (see Wiener et al., col. 14, 
lines 26-33), a particular country code top-level domain accounts for more than a 
second predetermined percentage of the non-global unique inlinking hosts, and the 
number of inlinkiing hosts from a particular country is more than a predetermined 
threshold value (see Wiener et al., col. 8, lines 48-65). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lakritz to a 
method, wherein the determining step that looks at inlinks from the augmented set of 
hosts further comprises: assigning a countrytag to a global host when all of the following 
three tests are true: there are more than a first predetermined percentage of unique 
inlinking hosts from the same country code top-level domain, a particular country code 
top-level domain accounts for more than a second predetermined percentage of the 
non-global unique inlinking hosts, and the number of inlinkiing hosts from a particular 
country is more than a predetermined threshold value in order to allow servers to 
maintain accurate linkage information for a significant portion of the Web and support a 
large number of client users that desire numerous variants of connectivity information 
(see Wiener et al., col. 2, lines 46-56). 

31 . As per claim 14, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 13, but Lakritz fails to teach a method, wherein the first predetermined 
percentage is 40%. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein the first 
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predetermined percentage is 40% (see Wiener et al., col. 17, lines 25-37). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Lakritz to a method, wherein the first predetermined percentage is 40% in order to 
vastly reduce the disk space and processing time required to sort a set of URLs (see 
Wiener etal., col. 13, lines 56-67). 

32. As per claim 15, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 13, but Lakritz fails to teach a method, wherein the second 
predetermined percentage is 32%. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, wherein 
the second predetermined percentage is 32% (see Wiener et al., col. 17, lines 25-37: 
wherein it would be obvious to change 40% to 32%). It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lakritz to a method, 
wherein the second predetermined percentage is 32% in order to vastly reduce the disk 
space and processing time required to sort a set of URLs (see Wiener et al., col. 13, 
lines 56-67). 

33. As per claim 16, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 7, but Lakritz fails to teach a method, further comprising: before the 
determining step, summing the unique inlinking hosts and outlinking hosts in the 
augmented set. However, Wiener et al. teaches a method, further comprising: before 
the determining step, summing the unique inlinking hosts and outlinking hosts in the 
augmented set (see Wiener et al., col. 15, lines 6-19). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lakritz to a 
method, further comprising: before the determining step, summing the unique inlinking 
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hosts and outlinking hosts in the augmented set in order to fully realize the capabilities 
and advantages of constructing a server that collects, arranges, and stores data that 
defines the connectivity of web pages (see Wiener et al., col. 6, lines 25-43). 

34. Claims 11, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lakritz (6,526,426) and Wiener et al. (6,701,317) as applied to claims 
1 and 7 above, and further in view of Page (6,285,999). 

35. As per claim 1 1 , Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 7, but fail to teach a method, further comprising: assigning a countrytag 
if the root or default document page exists in one and only on ODP country section. 
However, Page teaches a method, further comprising: assigning a countrytag if the root 
or default document page exists in one and only on ODP country section (see Page, 
col. 6, line 61 -col. 7, line 21). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify Page to a method, further comprising: 
assigning a countrytag if the root or default document page exists in one and only on 
ODP country section in order to avoid spam and failure to retrieve desired documents 
(see Page, col. 1, lines 51-67). 

36. As per claim 17, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 7, but fail to teach a method, further comprising: adding extra points to a 
voting value for a country when a name of the non-global host suggests that country. 
However, Page teaches a method, further comprising: adding extra points to a voting 
value for a country when a name of the non-global host suggests that country (see 
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Page, col. 9, lines 15-22). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Page to a method, further comprising: adding 
extra points to a voting value for a country when a name of the non-global host 
suggests that country in order to further improve and increase the performance of 
documents whose backlinks are maintained by different institutions and authors in 
various geographic locations (see Page, col. 7, lines 22-27). 

37. As per claim 18, Lakritz and Wiener et al. teach the above mentioned limitations 
of claims 1 and 7, but fail to teach a method, further comprising: adding extra points to a 
voting value for a country when an IP address of the host is in that country. However, 
Page teaches a method, further comprising: adding extra points to a voting value for a 
country when an IP address of the host is in that country (see Page, col. 9, lines 15-22). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Page to a method, further comprising: adding extra points to a voting 
value for a country when an IP address of the host is in that country in order to further 
improve and increase the performance of documents whose backlinks are maintained 
by different institutions and authors in various geographic locations (see Page, col. 7, 
lines 22-27). 

Conclusion 

38. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. These references are disclosed in the Notice of References Cited 
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and teach numerous other ways of implementing countrytagging, thus a close review of 
them is suggested. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ranodhi Serrao whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571)272-3880. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




